
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2012/1087/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed new dwelling (with work space) within the existing domestic curtilage of no. 4 The Green, Osbaldeston Lane, Osbaldeston, Lancashire, BB2 7LY.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish Council

	Osbaldeston Parish Council – No observation or comments have been received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Environmental Services (County Surveyor) – No objection to the proposal on highway grounds.  The sight lines required for the access to this development (2 x 40 metres) will be achievable with proper management of the boundary hedge and it is requested that relevant conditions and notes be attached to any permission that may be granted.

United Utilities – No objection.


	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters of objection have been received from the occupiers of adjacent dwellings, and the following points have been raised,

1. Lack of affordable housing in the area is an incorrect statement,

2. The land is rural land not domestic,

3. A number of trees would need to be removed to form the access,

4. Impacts on wildlife and habitats,

5. Infrastructure issues (sewer capacity),

6. Increase in traffic,

7. Contrary to Open Countryside Policy,

8. Site is not immediately adjoining or near to a settlement boundary,

9. Would have a significant adverse visual impact upon the character of the countryside,

10. This site cannot be described as ‘infill’,

11. No exception is put forward to justify this being an affordable unit,

12. The land to the west is not owned by the applicant so he would have trouble draining the site onto here, and

13. Pre-app given advises that permission should not be granted.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	National Planning Policy Framework.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 – Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 – Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV13 – Landscape Protection.

Policy H2 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside.

Addressing Housing Need in Ribble Valley.

Policy L4 of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS).

Policy L5 of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS).

Core Strategy 2008/2028 Regulation 22 Submission Draft Policies

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations.

Policy DMH1 – Affordable Housing Criteria.

Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in Open Countryside.

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010.


	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The site is in a relatively isolated, predominantly rural and open location, and the development of the site in principle would therefore not be in accordance with the NPPF presumption in favour of sustainable development, and is also considered by definition to be inappropriate development contrary to Local Plan Policies G1, G5 and H2, and 
Core Strategy 2008/2028 Regulation 22 Submission Draft Policies DMG1, DMG2, DMH1 and DMH3.



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	This application relates to a plot of land currently home to a single storey, double garage and is being used to store a variety of domestic materials including a car, caravan and stone/brick/tiles etc.  The applicant considers this land to be part of the domestic curtilage to no. 4 The Green, however there are no historical formal applications relating to this and there is little additional evidence provided with the application to prove this.  This application seeks outline planning permission for the erection of a new dwelling on this site (with a work space included within) however all matters are reserved.  On this basis, the main consideration of this application is whether the principle of the proposal is acceptable.  This site has been the subject of pre-application discussions, and I will make reference to this within the report.  This was given without prejudice to the formal decision of any subsequent application, and was given on the basis of the details and policies relevant at that time.

The policy basis against which this scheme should be appraised is set out in the context of national, regional and local development plan policies.  At a national level the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) came into force on 27 March 2012 and states that at the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development which means that for decision making purposes that:
Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date, granting permission unless 
- any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this framework taken as a whole; or 
- specific policies in this framework indicate development should be restricted.
The NPPF requires LPAs to consider housing applications in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development and that relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up to date if the LPA cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable sites.  As at 1 October 2012, Ribble Valley can demonstrate a 6 year supply of housing, including a 10% allowance for slippage and 20% buffer for previous years under delivery but no detailed site adjustments for deliverability of the sites identified when measures against the previously adopted Regional Strategy figure.  In terms of the five-year supply based on the emerging Core Strategy requirement, this is 5.12 years.
The issue of a five year supply is a somewhat complex one as we move forward with the preferred development option in the Core Strategy at a time when government advice has highlighted that the Regional Strategy (RS) is soon to be abolished and that it will fall upon LPAs to determine what the housing requirement should be for their own borough.  The most relevant policies of the RS are those that relate to housing requirements (Policy L4) and affordable housing (Policy L5).  The Council has established that it will continue to determine planning applications against the existing RS figure of 161 dwellings per year (in line with Government guidance), which is a minimum requirement not a maximum.  Even though the Council is undertaking a review of its housing requirements as part of the plan making process, the requirement going forward is most appropriately addressed within the Core Strategy examination and statutory plan making process.  Therefore, whilst mindful of the figure of 200 dwellings per year, agreed by a special meeting of Planning and Development Committee on 2 February 2012 as the annual housing requirement (following work undertaken by Nathanial Litchfield & Partners) it is the 161 per year requirement, which remains the relevant consideration for decision-making purposes on planning applications at this time.  As stated, the current figure would appear to demonstrate a 6-year supply against that requirement, but this is without any detailed site adjustments for deliverability.  Irrespective of the 5 year supply issue, some of the policies of the DWLP are considered out of date (in particular the settlement strategy) and thus the statement in NPPF cited above which advocates a presumption in favour of sustainable development unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits is at this time the over riding consideration.  There are no provisions within the NPPF to advocate resisting development ‘in principle’ once a 5 year supply of deliverable sites is achieved.  In assessing this application therefore it is important to look at the component parts in turn having regard to the above considerations as follows.

Therefore in establishing whether the development of this parcel of land for residential purposes would in principle be acceptable, it is the requirements of NPPF that take precedence over the dated policies of the DWLP in respect of this site, i.e. a presumption in favour of sustainable development as outlined above and granting planning permission unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  The NPPF outlines that there are three dimensions to sustainable development – economic, social and environmental and these give rise to the need for the planning system to perform a number of roles.  In terms of an economic role NPPF comments that LPA's should ensure that sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time and also identify and co-ordinate development requirements including the provision of infrastructure.  A social role is ensured by providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations and an environmental role by contributing to protecting and enhancing the natural, built and historic environment.  Having carefully assessed the proposal against these it is considered that the development would accord with the requirements of the NPPF, including that within paragraph 54 of the NPPF that provides more specific guidance on housing in rural areas noting that local planning authorities should be responsive to local circumstances and plan housing development to reflect local needs, particularly for affordable housing, including through rural exception sites where appropriate.

Paragraph 55 of the NPPF states that ‘To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.  For example, where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support services in a village nearby.’  It is considered that the reference to isolated houses appears to refer to housing outside settlements, as opposed to houses in an isolated context per se.  It also advises that ‘Local planning authorities should avoid new isolated homes in the countryside unless there are special circumstances such as (amongst other things),

· the essential need for a rural worker to live permanently at or near their place of work in the countryside; or
the exceptional quality or innovative nature of the design of the dwelling.
In terms of the saved Local Plan policies, in general terms the proposal site is outside any settlement boundary and is located in open countryside where development would be restricted.  Local Plan Policies G5 and H2 are therefore considered the most important policies against which to assess the scheme.  Policy G5 notes that,

‘Outside the main settlement boundaries and the village boundaries planning consent will only be granted for small scale developments which are,

i. Essential to the local economy or social well being of the area,

ii. Needed for the purposes of agriculture or forestry, or

iii. Sites developed for local needs housing.’

Policy H2 provides more specific advice for dwellings in the open countryside noting that,

‘Outside the settlement boundaries residential development will be limited to:

1. Development essential for the purposes of agriculture or forestry,

2. The appropriate conversion of buildings to dwellings, or

3. Residential development specifically intended to meet a proven local need.’

Both policies recognise the need to protect the countryside from inappropriate development, and that the protection of attractive open countryside for its own sake is an important element of both the national and county planning policy.  There are emerging draft Core Strategy Policies that continue the aims of the existing Local Plan Policies, and these are Policies DMG1, DMG2, DMH1 and DMH3.
Despite the site being reasonably well related to existing dwellings, the site is in a relatively isolated, predominantly rural and open location, a mile from the old village settlement boundary of Osbaldeston (out of date Policy G4), and over two and half miles from Mellor/Mellor Brook.  The site has a loose association with nearby dwellings and buildings due it being in-between an industrial building and a residential dwelling, however given its distance from any services, an additional dwelling here would not sustain this rural community since there are limited services in the village to support in any event.  The village is also not readily accessible by foot from the site since it is necessary to walk on effectively a single-track road for over a mile in order to walk to a bus stop to catch a bus.  The site is therefore considered to be an unsustainable location, and the development of the site in principle would therefore not be in accordance with the NPPF presumption in favour of sustainable development.  The proposal is also not considered to be essential to the local economy or social well being of the area, as it is not essential for agricultural or forestry purposes and there has not been a justified reason put forward to highlight that the development would meet an identified local need.  Therefore by definition the proposal is also considered to be inappropriate development contrary to the relevant and up-to-date Local Planning Policies G5 and H2.

With respect to the visual impact of developing this site, Local Plan Policy G1 states that,

‘Proposals will be expected to provide a high standard of building design and landscape quality, and development which does so will be permitted unless it adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area’, that ‘Particular emphasis will be placed upon visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings as well as the effects of development on existing amenities.’ and that ‘Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’.
Policy ENV3 also provides advice relating to development in open countryside noting that,

‘Development will be required to be in keeping with the character of the landscape area and should reflect local vernacular, scale, style, features and building materials’.

On the basis of the above Policies and Guidance, when considering an outline application such as this, there is a particular emphasis on proposals,

· being visually acceptable,

· having an acceptable relationship with their surroundings, and

· not adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area.

Therefore, providing the existing hedgerow and trees along the roadside frontage are maintained in situ, it is likely that the development of this site would not necessarily have a significant visual impact upon the locality.  However, as this is at outline stage and there have been no additional surveys submitted relating to the boundary hedge and trees, it is difficult to fully assess this at this point.

Aside from this, the proposed development of the site for Market housing is considered unacceptable in principle in principle, as it is contrary to Local and National Plan Policy guidance.  The application is therefore recommended accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 11/01/2013

















